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Targeted Data Fusion for Causal Survival Analysis Under Distribution Shift
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Abstract

Causal inference across multiple data sources
has the potential to improve the generalizabil-
ity, transportability, and replicability of scien-
tific findings. However, data integration methods
for time-to-event outcomes—common in medical
contexts such as clinical trials—remain underde-
veloped. Existing data fusion methods focus on
binary or continuous outcomes, neglecting the
distinct challenges of survival analysis, including
right-censoring and the unification of discrete and
continuous time frameworks. To address these
gaps, we propose two novel approaches for multi-
source causal survival analysis. First, considering
a target site-specific causal effect, we introduce
a semiparametric efficient estimator for scenar-
ios where data-sharing is feasible. Second, we
develop a federated learning framework tailored
to privacy-constrained environments. This frame-
work dynamically adjusts source site-specific con-
tributions, downweighting biased sources and up-
weighting less biased ones relative to the target
population. Both approaches incorporate non-
parametric machine learning models to enhance
robustness and efficiency, with theoretical guar-
antees applicable to both continuous and discrete
time-to-event outcomes. We demonstrate the prac-
tical utility of our methods through extensive sim-
ulations and an application to two randomized
trials of a monoclonal neutralizing antibody for
HIV-1 prevention: HVTN 704/HPTN 085 (cis-
gender men and transgender persons in the Amer-
icas and Switzerland) and HVTN 703/HPTN 081
(women in sub-Saharan Africa). The results high-
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light the potential of our approaches to efficiently
estimate causal effects while addressing hetero-
geneity across data sources and adhering to pri-
vacy and robustness constraints.

1. Introduction

Data integration promises to improve the generalizability,
transportability, and replicability of scientific findings. How-
ever, leveraging data from multiple sources is challenging
because of heterogeneous data structures, covariate shifts,
differing treatment assignment mechanisms, and conditional
outcome distribution shifts. Furthermore, privacy regu-
lations, such as the General Data Protection Regulation
(GDPR) in Europe and the Health Insurance Portability and
Accountability Act (HIPAA) in the United States, often pre-
clude pooling individual-level data. These considerations
create substantial barriers to drawing valid causal inferences,
underscoring the need for robust methodologies that can ac-
commodate multi-source data integration without violating
privacy regulations.

Although recent years have witnessed rapid growth in data
integration methods for causal inference (Han et al., 2021,
2024; Yang & Ding, 2019; Liu et al.; Han et al., 2023; Li
et al., 2023), comprehensive reviews emphasize that most
techniques have focused on binary or continuous outcomes
(Colnet et al., 2024; Brantner et al., 2023; Degtiar & Rose,
2023). When time-to-event outcomes are considered, strong
assumptions such as the Cox proportional hazards model
(Hernan, 2010; Han, 2023) or the common conditional out-
come distribution (CCOD) across sites (Lee et al., 2022;
Cao et al., 2024) are often imposed. Importantly, violat-
ing the proportional hazards assumption or mis-specifying
the outcome model can lead to bias. In addition, strict ex-
changeability assumptions may be untenable in practice
if there are unknown shifts across sites in covariates and
outcome-generating mechanisms. Recently, Westling et al.
(2023) integrated double/debiased machine learning (Cher-
nozhukov et al., 2018) with semiparametric survival curve
estimation, enabling flexible nonparametric models (Wolock
et al., 2024; Cui et al., 2023; van der Laan et al., 2007) for
nuisance function estimation. However, this method was de-
veloped in the context of a single study, and it is not obvious
how one could extend the method to multi-source contexts,
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especially with potential privacy constraints.

To address these gaps, we propose two methodological in-
novations for multi-source causal survival analysis. First,
under settings where data sharing is feasible, we develop a
semiparametric efficient estimator (Section 2.2) that adjusts
for covariate shifts while ensuring both consistency and
improved efficiency. Second, in more restrictive scenarios
with potential CCOD violations and limited data sharing—
necessitated by policies such as GDPR and HIPAA—we
introduce a federated learning framework (Section 2.3). The
latter uses a data-adaptive weighting strategy, upweighting
less-biased sources and downweighting sources prone to
bias, without requiring pooling of individual-level data.

Our federated approach distinguishes itself from existing
methods in three key ways: (i) accommodating CCOD viola-
tions and covariate shifts, even when differences among sites
are unknown a priori; (ii) avoiding reliance on strong para-
metric or semiparametric models by using flexible machine
learning for nuisance estimation while maintaining paramet-
ric convergence rates; and (iii) accommodating events in
both continuous and discrete time.

2. Multi-Source Inference on
Treatment-specific Survival Functions

2.1. Notation, estimand, and assumptions

Consider K studies, each of which could be randomized
or observational. For each participant in a given study, we
observe a covariate vector X representing baseline char-
acteristics, and a binary treatment variable A € {0,1},
where O denotes control and 1 denotes the active treat-
ment. Under the Neyman-Rubin potential outcomes frame-
work (Neyman, 1923; Rubin, 1974), we assume each par-
ticipant has two potential event times, 7(") and T(%), and
two potential censoring times, C' M) and C’(O), under treat-
ments A = 1 and A = 0, respectively. However, we can
only observe either T = T = AT 4 (1 — A)T©
or C = CW = ACM 4 (1 — A)CO for each partici-
pant, assuming the stable-unit treatment value assumption
(SUTVA) (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983). We also observe
a right-censored outcome Y = min(T, C) together with
an event indicator A = I(T" < ('), where I(-) is the indi-
cator function. We denote an arbitrary observation as O
and the observed data of sample size n from all study sites
as {O0; = (X, A, Y, Ay R;),i = 1,...,n}, where R is
a site variable taking values in {0,1,..., K — 1}, with 0
representing the target site and the remaining K — 1 values
representing source sites, K > 1.

In this paper, we are interested in the target-site treatment-
specific survival function, denoted by #°(¢, a) = P(T(®) >
t| R=0)fora e {0,1} and ¢ € [0, 7] for some positive
T < oo. Here, the upper subscript 0 of #°(¢, ) indicates the

target site R = 0, and P means the probability distribution
of an ideal data unit.

Furthermore, we consider the conditional survival function
of the event time of site k, denoted by S*(¢ | a,x) = P(T >
t|A=a,X=x,R=k),k=0,1,..., K — 1. We
introduce the following Riemann-Stieltjes product integral
notation J[ (Gill & Johansen, 1990), a tool for unifying
continuous and discrete times:

SE(t]a,x) = T {1 - A"(du|a,x)},
(0,2]

where

" NF(du | a,x)

A¥ =
(t ‘ a’? X) 0 Dk(u | a,X)

is the conditional cumulative hazard function under R = k,
with Nf(t | a,x) = P(Y < t,A =6 | A =a,X =
x, R = k) the conditional cumulative incidence function of
event (§ = 1) or censoring (§ = 0), and D*(¢ | a,x) =
P(Y >t | A= aX = x,R = k). Notice that S*
and A* have a one-to-one mapping, so by estimating A*,
we can obtain S*, and vice versa. The product integral
reduces to the normal product [ | under discrete time and
exp{—AF(t | a,x)} under continuous time.

Throughout, we make the following four assumptions.

Assumption 2.1 (Unconfoundedness). A 1 T() | X, R
and A 1L C®) | X, R.

Assumption 2.2 (Treatment-specific independent censor-
ing). C@ ILT@ | A=a,X,R.

Assumption 2.3 (Positive proportions for sites). There
exists n € (0,00) such that P(R = k) > 1/n, for
k=0,1,...,K — 1.

Assumption 2.4 (Positivity of nuisance functions). There
exists an n € (0,00), such that for P-almost all x,
minUy_ ' {7*(a | x),G*(t | a,x)} > 1/n and
miny, S*(t | a,x) > 0. Here, 7%(a | x) = P(A=a | X =
x, R = k) is the propensity score of the treatment A = a
and G¥(t | a,x) =P(C >t| A=a,X =x,R=k)is
the conditional survival function of the censoring time in
site k, fork=0,1,..., K —1,a € {0,1} and ¢ € [0, 7].

Assumption 2.3 ensures that the sampling or survey process
prevents any site from contributing only an extremely small
proportion of participants to the entire sample (Lee et al.,
2022; Cao et al., 2024).

Under the above assumptions, the target estimand can be
identified as

0°(t,a) = E{S°(t | a,X) | R = 0},

fora € {0,1} and t € [0, 7]. Suppose we only use data
from the target site (R = 0), the efficient influence function
(EIF) of 0°(t, a) can be derived in Proposition 2.5.
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Proposition 2.5 (Westling et al. (2023)). The semipara-
metric EIF for 0°(t,a) given t € [0,7] and a € {0,1} is
Pra(0;8°, G0, %) = o}, (O;P) = ¢ ,(O; ) —6°(t, a),
where ¢} ,(O;P) =

]I(R:O){ _]I(A:a){ (Y <td=1)
P(R = 0) 7 (a | X) | SO(Y | a, X)GO(Y | a,X)

- /OMY SO(u IA:(;l:)‘GC;(uX? 0, X) H S°(t | a,X).

Throughout, let P,,[f(O)] = n~' Y| f(O;) be the short-
hand of the empirical average and P denote that the nuisance
functions are replaced by their estimates. The above EIF mo-
tivates a doubly robust estimator, given as P, [} ,(O; P)].
Under regularity conditions, this estimator is regular and
asymptotic linear (RAL) and achieves the semiparametric
variance lower bound uniformly over ¢ € [0, 7].

However, this result is based on a data structure that in-
cludes only the target site. To further improve efficiency
by leveraging source data from the other K — 1 sites, we
present two approaches over the next two sections.

2.2. Efficient estimation under CCOD and data sharing

When target and source sites are deemed to be sufficiently
similar, it may be reasonable to assume that they have the
same conditional outcome distribution, as formalized in the
structural assumption below.

Assumption 2.6 (Common conditional outcome distribu-
tion). T(®) Il R| X fora € {0,1}.

Assumption 2.6 implies that the conditional survival func-
tion S*(¢ | a,X) has the same form across sites. It also
imposes no restrictions on the covariate distribution across
sites, allowing for any level of covariate shift. Under As-
sumption 2.6, data from non-target source sites can be lever-
aged to improve estimation efficiency. We first provide a
result under CCOD that generalizes Proposition 2.5.

Consider additional nuisance functions (each defined with-
out conditioning on R): the propensity score 7(a | x) =
P(A = a | X = x), the global conditional survival function
for the event time S(t | a,x) =P(T >t | A= a,X = x),
the global conditional survival function for the censoring
time G(t | a,x) = P(C >t | A = a,X = x), and the
target site propensity ¢°(X) = P(R = 0 | X). Similar to
Assumption 2.4, we impose the following positivity assump-
tions for these nuisance functions.

Assumption 2.7 (Positivity of global nuisance functions).
There exists an 7 € (0, 00), such that for P-almost all x,
min{7(a | x),G(t| a,x)} > 1/nand S(t | a,x) > 0, for
alla € {0,1} and ¢ € [0, 7].

Theorem 2.8. Under Assumption 2.6, the semiparamet-
ric EIF of °(t,a) given t € [0,7] and a € {0,1} is

Pra 2P(0;8,G.7) = g P (O P) = {G7P(O;P) —
0°(t, a), where p<OP(O; P) =

t,a

I(R = 0) (X)) I(A=a) (Y <t,A=1)
LP’(R =0) P(R=0)7(a]X) {S(Y | a, X)G(Y | a,X)

_/MY _ Adu |_a,X)
0 S(u|a,X)G(u| a,X)

H S(t | a,X).

Given this EIF, we propose a semiparametrically efficient
“CCOD estimator:”

0,9 (t,a) = Py [o£0O°(O: P)].

Moreover, we employ M -fold cross-fitting in line with the
double/debiased machine learning (DML) framework (Cher-
nozhukov et al., 2018). We allow a number of parametric
and machine learning models (or an ensemble of these)
from survSuperLearner (Westling et al., 2023) and
SuperLearner (van der Laan et al., 2007) packages for
nuisance function esimtation.

In Theorem 2.9 below, we demonstrate the (uniform) RAL
property of the proposed CCOD estimator. In the following,
the subscript “m” denotes the prediction from the m-th
validation set over the total sample of size n, where the n is
omitted from the subscription.

Condition 2.1. There exists Too, Goo, Moo and S'Zfo such
that

(a) max,, P [ —p 05

1T 1 ]
Fm(a]X)  Tool(alX)
(b) max,, P [a?n(x) - qgo(x)}2 —p 0;

1
Gm (ula,X)

2
H S, 0;

(¢) max., P [SupuE[O,t] — Gm(im,x)

_ 2
_ Seo(t]a,X)
S (u]a,X) See(u\a»X)H —» 0.

(d) maxp, P [SUPue[o,t]

Condition 2.2. There exists an n € (0,00) such that for
P-almost all x, Tp(a | x) > 1/n, Teola | x) > 1/,

G (%) = 1/1 4%(x) = 1/n, Gi(t | a,x) > 1/1, and
Goo(t | a,x) > 1/n with probability tending to 1.

Condition 2.3.

(u | a,X) B Soo(u | a, X)

(v] a,X) oo(va,X)] ol

Sim
S

maxP | sup sup
m u€[0,t] vE[0,u]



Targeted Data Fusion for Causal Survival Analysis Under Distribution Shift

Condition 2.4. Define

Fn,t,a,l = ma'X]P)‘{%m(a | X) - ﬁ.(a’ | X)}

x {Sm(t | a,X) = S(t | a, X))},
Fata2 = max {5, (X) - ¢"(X))
x {Sm(t | a,X) = S(t | a, X))},

rntag—maxIP’

7,L(taX>/Ot{ml}
« (;}; _1> (du | a,X)'-

Then, it holds that all Tp 441 = op(n’l/z), Trta2 =
op(n_l/Q) and T 4 0.3 = op(n_l/Q).

Condition 2.5. It holds that all SUPye(0,4] Tnusa, 1 =
0p(n™?), S0y Trwaz = 0p(n?), and
SUDyel0,¢] Tn,u,a,3 = Op(nil/Q)-

Theorem 2.9 (RAL of the CCOD estlmator) If Condi-
tions 2.1-2.2 hold with 7o = 7, ¢° = G =
g and S« = S, and Condition 2.4 also holds, then
0, (t,a) = 90(1%&) + Po(p;SEP) + 0p(n™1/2). In
particular, n1/2(§,CLC0D(t,a) — 0%(t,a)) convergences in
distribution to a normal random variable with mean zero
and variance o* = P[(p;P)?]. If Conditions 2.3 and 2.5
also hold, then
é\CCOD(

sup 0° (u,a) —

u€e(0,t]

u,0) - Pa(¢i7)] = 0p(n /%),

In particular, {n'/2(9SOP(u, a) — 6°(u,a)) : u € [0, ]}
converges weakly as a process in the space £>°([0,1])
of uniformly bounded functions on [0,t] to a tight mean

zero Gaussian process with covariance function (u,v) —

P(p5CC0Pp360P).

2.3. Federated estimation under heterogeneous outcome
distributions across sites

In practice, it will often be unreasonable to assume CCOD,
and sharing data might not be permitted under certain pri-
vacy constraints. When the CCOD assumption is violated,
some source sites may provide relevant information for
constructing the target-site survival estimate, while some
may not. In this section, we present a methodology that
combines information from target and source sites in a
data-adaptive, privacy-preserving manner. In particular, the
approach involves only minimal data sharing of summary
statistics across sites.

2.3.1. LoCAL SITES

We first construct robust site-specific survival curve esti-
mates using data from site k € {0,1,..., K — 1}, making
a working partial CCOD assumption that outcomes have the

same conditional distribution in site k as in the target site
when k # 0. Note that we use this working partial CCOD
assumption only to derive the form of the EIF, serving as the
first step of our algorithm; to aggregate information from
source sites, we derive federated weights to account for pos-
sible violations of CCOD in Section 2.3.2. An EIF under
this assumption is derived in the following theorem.

Theorem 2.10. For a given k € {0,1,..., K — 1},
if there exists an 1 € (0,00) such that min{r*(a |
x),GF(t | a,x)} > 1/n, w*0x) < n, and S*(t |
a,x) > 0 for P-almost every x, then 0°(t,a) is a
pathwise differentiable parameter given t € [0,7] and
a € {0,1}, in a nonparametric model with semiparamet-

ric EIF @IIZ’O(O Sk S0 GF, 7rk wk'o) ei0(O;P) =
<pt p (O P) — 6°(t, a), where <pt P (O P) =

X]I(A:a){ (Y <t,A=1)
7 (a | X) | SE(Y | a,X)GH(Y | a,X)

X) — W (X)S*(t | a, X)

B /MY AF(du | a, X) }
0 S*(u | a,X)G*(u | a,X)

P(X|R=0
P(X|R=k)
of covariates X under target site to source site k.

where w*0(X) = is a density ratio function

A site-specific estimator can be motivated from the EIF
above, namely 650(t,a) = P,[3*°t,a(O;P)]. Of note
regarding @fl O(t,a): (i) the “anchor” term in the EIF uses
target-site data (I(R = 0)), while the “augmentation” term
leverages site-k data (I(R = k)); (ii) all information is
obtained independently from each site except for the density
ratio w"?(X), which is estimated by sharing only coarse
summary statistics under flexible models (Han et al., 2021),
thereby adhering to data sharing constraints; and (iii) for
S* in the augmentation term, we train an S° model on the
target site and apply its predictions to site k, since S° and S*
are exchangeable under partial CCOD. Crucially, if partial
CCOD is violated, we can detect site heterogeneity by the

difference between 12)7,?0(15, a) and gg(t, a).

Furthermore, we use ©}% and ¢f , to denote the centered
and uncentered EIFs for targeting 6% (t, a) (the survival of
site k). These follow the form in Proposition 2.5, with
the site R = 0 replaced by R = k. In the case where
k=0, 0% = ¢% and ¢}y = ¢ ,. The estimator
%(t,a) = P, [<p§a(C’);HA”)] serves as an “unadjusted” es-
timator for 6°(t, a), lacking robustness when k # 0. In
comparison, with the anchor term adjusted using target site
data, 0%-0(t, a) preserves robustness for targeting 6°(t, ).

Remark 2.11. To ensure the monotonicity of the estimated
site-specific survival curves, we invoke isotonic regression
techniques (Westling et al., 2020), which enforce a non-
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increasing constraint on the survival estimates, thereby main-
taining their logical consistency over time.

2.3.2. AGGREGATION ACROSS SITES

To aggregate information from the target and source sites,
for a fixed time ¢ and treatment a, we use an L1-penalization
procedure to calculate federated weights for each site. We

define )?Z(t)a = 0%0(t,a) — 6%(t,a), and write Mo =
(8 0 s - - - 7775’(;1) for the vector of federated weights.

We estimate 7, , data-adaptively by minimizing the follow-
ing L -penalized objective function:

K—1 2
QN .) =Py {@?,%(O;P) - Z nf,aﬁfl’o(O;P)}
k=1
K—-1
+ XD nf (R L2 (1)
k=1

subject to 0 < 7F, < 1, where X)}, = 0*0(t,a) —
6% (t,a), forallk = 0,1,..., K — Land Y50 ' nf, = 1,
and ) is a tuning parameter that controls the bias-variance
trade-off and is chosen by cross-validation.

The objective function follows the principle that one should
ascribe higher (resp. lower) weight to the more (resp. less)
informative sites. Heuristically, our approach anchors on the
nonparametric estimate 52(7&, a) and weights site k when
it is deemed similar enough to the target site. Then, we
compute affd(t, a), our “federated” (FED) estimator as the
weighted average of the site-specific survival estimates:

K—1
Od(t,a) = 7r

050t a).
k=0

We present the details for implementing the FED estimator
in Algorithm 1. Figure 1 further gives an intuitive visualiza-
tion of the proposed federated algorithm.

2.3.3. THEORETICAL RESULTS OF THE FEDERATED
ESTIMATOR

Finally, we establish the pointwise RAL property and the
efficiency gain of the federated estimator in Theorem 2.12.

Theorem 2.12. [f the regularity conditions (D.1, D.2 and
D.4) specified in Appendix D.2 hold, the federated estimator
¢(t, a) is pointwise RAL givent € [0, 7] and a € {0,1},

Vo (B0 - 6. 0) ) >4 N0,),

with the variance consistently estimated as % (see Appendix
D.3). The variance of #(t, a) is no larger than that of the

estimator based on the target data only, 0°.(t,a). Further,

if there exists some source sites that consistently estimate
0°(t, a), and the oracle selection conditions specified in Ap-
pendix D.3 are satisfied, the variance of é\’:fd(t, a) is strictly
smaller than 52 (t,a).

3. Numerical Experiments

We conduct extensive simulations to evaluate our “CCOD”
and “FED” estimators against competing methods: target-
site-only (TGT), simple pooling (POOL), and inverse vari-
ance weighting (IVW). TGT uses only target site data
(R = 0), POOL pools data from all sites without adjust-
ment, and IVW computes a weighted average of site-specific
estimators, with weights based on inverse variance. We
also consider “FED (BOOT),” as another version of FED,
which applies bootstrap (200 replicates) when deriving the
federated weights using (1), aiming to reduce uncertainty
associated with the estimated influence functions.

3.1. Simulation set-up

We conduct M = 500 Monte Carlo replications, with n =
Zszl ny, observations distributed across K = 5 sites. Each
site k € {0, 1,...,4} has nj observations, with site k = 0
as the target site. We fix the target site sample size at ng =
300 and vary ng € {300,600,1000} for all k = 1,...,4,
corresponding to limited, moderate, and abundant source
data. Covariate, treatment, and outcome generation details
are provided in Appendix A.1. The true survival curves
are derived by averaging over a super-population of size
Nsuper = 108 under the target site’s data generation.

We model time-to-event outcomes over one year (365 days),
truncating censoring at day 200. Results are evaluated at
days 30, 60, and 90. We introduce site-specific heterogene-
ity across five cases: (i) homogeneous; (ii) covariate shift;
(iii) outcome shift; (iv) censoring shift; and (v) all shifts.
Case (i) assumes identical processes across sites, while cases
(ii)—(iv) introduce site-specific shifts in covariates, condi-
tional outcome, or conditional censoring mechanism. Case
(v) combines all three shifts. Figure 4 in Appendix A.1 il-
lustrates the true underlying survival curves under covariate
and outcome shifts, providing a direct comparison of these
two types of site heterogeneity.

Simulation results are evaluated using: (A) Estimation
Bias, displayed by boxplots from 500 simulations. Nar-
rower boxes and fewer outliers indicate higher efficiency.
(B) Relative Root Mean Square Error (RRMSE), calcu-
lated as the ratio of a method’s RMSE to the TGT estimator’s
RMSE. RRMSE values below 1 indicates efficiency gains,
while values above 1 indicate losses. (C) 95% Confidence
Interval (CI) Width, which represents the size of the esti-
mated variance. (D) Coverage Probability (CP %), defined
by the proportion of replications where the true parameter
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S T Y

0 T
Target Site Source Site 1 Source Site K
0=Pyfpa(0:5°G°7°)]  0=Pyfp2(0;5°5, 67" )] 0="Pu[e7g(0;5° )| 0=P,[pk0(0;80,5%,GK, 7K, 510)]
6 =0t a) 0 =6t a) 6 =6,°(t, @)
—~ A0 A A T o . 1,0
0.(t,a) = (63,6,°,0.", ..., 95’0)@ fleq = argming, Q(Neas 000 PLos 0 0Ly

(859(t,0) = 70400 (1,0)

<

Federated estimation
over (t,a) € [0,7]x{0,1}

0 T

Figure 1: Illustration of the Federated Algorithm: Each site has its underlying survival functions, which are first estimated
site-specifically. The algorithm is then applied over all « € {0,1} and ¢ € [0, 7] (using a finite grid for the time interval in
practice) to derive treatment- and time-specific federated weights for the target and source sites, ultimately producing the
weighted average survival functions (the purple step).

Algorithm 1 Federated Estimator for Multi-Source Causal Survival Analysis.

1: Input: Observed multi-source right-censored data O = {(X;, 4;,Y;, A;, R;),i = 1,...,n}, a time horizon 7 > 0,
and a time grid divided by an € > 0, i.e., {0, €, 2¢, ..., 7} is a finite and fine grid for interval [0, 7].

2: Output: Estimated treatment-specific curves #°4(¢, a) and variance V = V(6%(¢, a)) for a € {0,1} and ¢ € [0, 7].
3: for (t,a) € {0,¢,2¢,...,7} x {0,1} do
4:  Estimate the EIFs using the DML algorithm with sample-splitting and cross-fitting described in Algorithm 2.
5:  Obtain the target and source estimators as @“ Ota) =P, [@fﬁ(o, I@)} ,forallk =0,1,..., K — 1.
6:  Obtain the site-specific discrepancy measure (difference of the target and source estimators) as Qﬁ:ga =
Po [50(0:P) — B (OiB)] k=1, K — 1.
7: Solve for aggregation treatment- and time-specific weights 77, , = (7 4, a5 - - - ,ﬁt{{afl) that minimize
K-1 2 | K
o~k ~xk, o ~k,
Qn14) =Pn { WOB) = Y ki (0 P)} + =AY Infal(Rta)®,
k=1 k=1
subject to 0 < nﬁa <1,forallk € {0,1,..., K — 1} and Zk 0 nt . = 1, and A is a tuning parameter chosen by
cross-validation.
8: end for
9: Return:
K—1
0t a) = Y 0 050(t a), and V = V(7 ) forall (t,a) € {0,¢,2¢,...,7} x {0,1}.
k=0

t: the formula of Vis specified in (9) in Appendix D.3 by replacing the fixed 0, , with the estimated value ), , here.
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(A) Estimation Bias
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(B) Relative Root Mean Square Error
(compared to the TGT estimator)
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Figure 2: Simulation results evaluated at time = day 90, under ny = 300 and n; = 600 (k > 1).

falls within the CI. Values close to the nominal 95% level
reflect accurate variance estimation.

3.2. Results

For succinctness, we present the simulation results only
under day 90 and n; = 600 (k > 1) in this section. The
full simulation results can be found in Appendix A.2. The
main results (Figure 2) show that FED and FED (BOOT)
consistently exhibit biases centered around zero (panel (A)).
Across all site heterogeneity and treatment scenarios, TGT
proves the least efficient, while FED and FED (BOOT)
achieve a 5%—16% lower RMSE by the RRMSE in panel
(B), confirming that our federated methods are consistent
with improved efficiency. Furthermore, both federated meth-
ods provide 95% CIs that are no wider than TGT’s and
produce CP% values near the nominal 95% level. In ad-
dition, Figure 5 in Appendix A.2 displays the federated
weights across different scenarios. The figure includes a
panel showing average weights over time across 500 simula-
tions, as well as a panel with scatterplots of weights versus
(XF ;.o)%. These plots reveal that federated weights gener-
ally decrease as (X, ; ,)? increases. The target site often
receives higher weights when covariate and outcome shifts
are present. These weights can also vary at different time
points based on the similarity of survival function values at
a given time.

In contrast, although POOL and IVW yield smaller variance
(as shown by narrower boxplots and Cls), they are highly
biased under Covariate Shift, Outcome Shift, and All Shift
scenarios, resulting in elevated RRMSE and severely low
CP%. However, these methods remain robust under Cen-
soring Shift, consistent with the notion that censoring is

estimated separately on each site and plays an ancillary role.

Lastly, the CCOD estimator stands out for its robustness
and efficiency under Covariate Shift, aligning with its the-
oretical strengths (consistent, semiparametrically efficient,
and accommodating covariate shift). Nonetheless, it can fail
under Outcome or All Shifts, because its validity depends
on the CCOD assumption.

4. Real Data Analysis

We apply our methods to two coordinated randomized trials,
HVTN 704/HPTN 085 and HVTN 703/HPTN 081 (Corey
et al., 2021; Ning et al., 2023), which together enrolled
4,611 participants to evaluate whether a broadly neutraliz-
ing monoclonal antibody (bnAb) reduces the risk of HIV-1
acquisition. The endpoint was an HIV diagnosis by week
80-a rare event with a 3.77% incidence. The overall rate of
loss to follow-up in this study is low (less than 10% in each
treatment group), as indicated by Corey et al. (2021).

We divide the data into four subsets by region: (i) SA:
South Africa, (ii) OA: other sub-Saharan African countries,
(>iii) BP: Brazil or Peru, and (iv) US: the United States
or Switzerland. Participants in (i) and (ii) were women,
whereas those in (iii) and (iv) were cisgender men and
transgender individuals, potentially introducing distribu-
tion shifts across regions. Because HIV diagnoses were
infrequent, we only use a 2-fold cross-fitting, and estimate
conditional survival for both event and censoring processes
by an ensemble of Kaplan—Meier, Cox regression and sur-
vival random forest models via the survSuperLearner
package (Westling et al., 2023). The propensity score and
density ratio (used in federated method) models are fitted by
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Treated (bnAb) group

Total SA (target) oA us
(n=3,016) (n=679) (R=608) (n=846) (n=943)
Age (vear) atbaseline  25.9 (4.60)  27.0(5.19) 254 (4.59) 25.1(3.70) 262 (4.68)
Bascline standardized risk score 0.0 (1.00) ~ -0.01(1.00)  0.02(1.00)  0.76 (0.67)  -0.68 (0.71)
Weight at baseline (kg) 728 (15.64) 68.8(14.24) 652 (12.63) 709 (12.42) 82.3(16.43)
HIV diagnosis by week-80, count (proportion) 107 (3.48%) 27 (3.98%) 20 (3.29%) 46 (5.44%) 14 (1.49%)
Control (placebo) group
Total SA (target) BP us
(n=1,535) (M=340) (n=207) (n=428) (n=470)
Age (year) atbaseline 259 (4.72)  26.6(5.28) 254 (478) 252(3.94) 26.1(3.79)
Bascline standardized risk score 0.0 (1.00) ~ 0.02(0.92) -0.02(098) 0.75(0.67) -0.68 (0.73)
Weight at baseline (kg)  72.5 (1635)  67.6 (14.77) 65.1 (13.64) 711 (12.84) 81.8 (17.5)
HIV diagnosis by week-80, count (proportion) 67 (4.36%) 16 (4.71%) 13 (4.38%) 29(6.78%) 9 (1.91%)

(A) Summary Statistics of Covariates and HIV Diagnosis by Week-80
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(C) Estimated Treatment-specific Survival Curves

Figure 3: Panel (A): Age, standardized risk score, and weight are summarized by mean (standard error). Panel (B): Thinner,
lighter lines depict estimated time-specific federated weights, while bolder lines show smoothed weights using locally
weighted regression (Cleveland & Devlin, 1988) to illustrate trend patterns over the study period. Panel (C): Missing values
at early time points in IVW indicate large IVW weights. Relative efficiency, defined as the ratio of the estimated standard
deviation to that of the TGT estimator, is presented for three specific days: 148, 330, and 512.

the ensemble of logistic regression and LASSO from super
learner (van der Laan et al., 2007). In all these nuisance
models, age (year), a standardized risk score built by ma-
chine learning, and weight (kg) at baseline are included as
covariates.

In this section, we focus on the SA region as our target site.
We include the results of treating other regions as target site
(Figure 10) as well as a direct comparison of site-specific
curves (Figure 9) in Appendix B. Panel (A) of Figure 3
summarizes baseline covariates and the event by region and
treatment group. OA’s summary statistics are similar SA’s,
whereas BP and US differ notably in mean standardized risk
scores, weight, and HIV prevalence, indicating covariate
and possibly outcome shifts compared to SA. This aligns
with panel (B) for federated weights over study time, where
SA receives the highest weights overall, followed by OA,
US, and BP.

Panel (C) shows that the TGT, FED, and FED (BOOT)
methods produce similar survival curves. However, TGT
sometimes has wider confidence intervals due to lower ef-
ficiency and lacks interval estimates at certain early time
points when variance estimates are unavailable or too small.
In contrast, FED and FED (BOOT) can provide some inter-
val estimates in these cases. The CCOD method generates
comparable survival curves with narrower confidence inter-
vals and smaller variances. The efficiency gains observed
with FED, FED (BOQOT), and CCOD are consistent with our
simulation results in Section 3. On the other hand, IVW and
POOL methods, while offering more efficient estimates as
indicated by lower relative efficiency values, diverge from

the other methods from the trends on their survival curves,
suggesting potential bias due to covariate and outcome dis-
tribution shifts when targeting the South Africa population.

5. Discussion

In this work, we proposed two methods for estimating
treatment-specific survival functions in a target population,
leveraging external source data with possibly shifted covari-
ate and outcome distributions. When multi-source data can
be pooled and CCOD holds, our CCOD estimator is con-
sistent, semiparametrically efficient, and handles covariate
shifts. If CCOD is violated, the federated estimator remains
consistent, offers moderate efficiency gains, and preserves
data privacy by avoiding individual-level data sharing. This
framework is also applicable to settings such as subgroup
analysis (Yang et al., 2023) and multi-center clinical trials
(Zhuang et al., 2024).

We note several limitations of our work. First, although our
simulations show efficiency gains for the federated method,
its optimality under data-sharing constraints is not estab-
lished; exploring efficient covariate-adaptive weighting (Li
& Luedtke, 2023) may be a promising future avenue. Sec-
ond, when data sharing is allowed but CCOD may fail, it
is unclear if any method outperforms both target-site-only
and federated estimators, as our semiparametric efficiency
relies on CCOD. Third, our time-specific federated weights,
while flexible, have two drawbacks: (i) they may produce
nonsmooth weight estimates over time, and (ii) they are
computationally intensive in continuous time when working
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on a fine time grid. Therefore, future work should aim to
more efficiently capture temporal trends and appropriately
smooth these weights.

Our framework can potentially be extended to various set-
tings, including surrogate markers (Gao et al., 2024a; Han
et al., 2022), conformal inference (Liu et al.), dynamic treat-
ment regimes (Zhang et al., 2013; Chu et al., 2023), and
data-driven individual selection from external sources (Zhu
et al., 2024; Gao et al., 2024b). It may also apply to direct
treatment effect modeling for survival outcomes, such as
marginal structural (Yang et al., 2018) and structural nested
models (Yang et al., 2020), as well as other survival esti-
mands like restricted mean survival times (Han, 2023; Hua
et al., 2024) and truncation contexts (Morenz et al., 2024,
Han, 2024; Wang et al., 2024).
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A. Additional Details and Results for Numerical Experiments

In this appendix, we present additional details and results for our numerical experiments in Section 3. All experiments in our
study were performed using the statistical language R (version 4.4.2).

A.1. Data generating process

Three covariates X1, X», and X3 are sampled as transformations of Beta random variables with site-specific parameters:

X1 ~ 33 Beta(1.1 — 0.05v(k), 1.1 + 0.2y(k)) + 9 + 2v(k),
Xo ~ 52 Beta(1.5 + (X1 + 0.57v(k))/20,4 + 2v(k)) + 7 + 2v(k),
X3 ~ (44 2v(k)) - Beta(1.5 + | X1 — 50 4+ 3y(k)|/20,3 + 0.1v(k)),

where (k) represents some function of site k, specified later. We then generate the treatment assignment probabilities 7(X)
using the logistic function:

logit(7(X)) = —1.05 + log (1.3 + exp(—12 + X3 /10) + exp(—2 + X2/12) + exp(—2 + X3/3)),

and treatments A are sampled as A ~ Bernoulli(7(X)).

Next, we consider the mechanisms of event and censoring times. The hazard rates for event times and censoring times are
given by the following exp(h;) and exp(h.), respectively, where hy = —5.02+0.1(X; —25) — 0.1(X3 — 25) +0.05(X3 —
2)4+ Dr(k)-0.1(X2 —25) 4+ A - 0p(k) - 0.1(X1 + X2 + X3 — 50), and h, = —4.87+ 0.01(X; — 25) — 0.02(X3 — 25) +
0.01(X3 — 2) — Dc(k‘) . O.I(Xg — 25) + A- 5c(k‘) . 0.1(X1 + Xo + X3 — 50)

Here, Dr(k), Dc(k), d7(k) and dc(k) are some site-specific indicators, specified later, for varying the treatment effects
and trends of survival curves for different sites. Then, event times and censoring times are sampled as:

with p = 1.2, A = 0.6, and Uy, Uz ~ Uniform(0, 1). This technique follows Austin (2012). Thus, the observed times and
event indicators are Y = min(7,C), A = [(T' < (), respectively. Under this data generating process (DGP), the event
time is generated as a similar way of days in a year (365 days), and we truncate the censoring time at ¢ = 200 days to mimic
the end of follow-up in survival analysis. Our DGP supports the following scenarios based on site-specific heterogeneity:

* Homogeneous: Homogeneous covariates and hazard rates across sites. We let v(k) = Dy (k) = Do(k) = or(k) =
dc(k) =0fork=0,1,...,4.

¢ Covariate Shift: Covariates X;, X5, and X3 vary across sites. We let v(k) = k and Dr(k) = Dc(k) = dp(k) =
dc(k)=0,fork=0,1,...,4.

* Outcome Shift: Conditional outcome distribution varies across sites. We assign v(k) = 0, Dr(k) = dr(k) = k, and
Dc(k) = 5c(k) =0fork = 0,1,.‘.,4.

* Censoring Shift: Censoring mechanism varies across sites. We let v(k) = 0, Dy (k) = ér(k) = 0 and D¢ (k) =
dc(k) =k, fork=0,1,...,4.

All Shift: Covariates and both event and censoring effects vary across sites. We let y(k) = Dy (k) = De(k) =
or(k) =0c(k) =k, fork=0,1,...,4.

Figure 4 plots the true treatment-specific survival curves under the Covariate Shift and Outcome Shift scenarios, as defined
by our designed DGPs, to illustrate the effect of site differences on survival outcomes.
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Source sites have covariate shift only:

Target Site Source Site 4 Source Site 4 Source Site 4 Source Site 4
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Figure 4: True treatment-specific survival curves across different sites. Each curve is derived from a random sample of
n = 10* generated under the site’s own DGP. Dashed lines represent the target site’s survival curves for reference. Under
covariate shift, the curves maintain similar shapes and trends, differing primarily in scale. In contrast, outcome shift leads to
marked alterations in the shapes of the survival curves.
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Figure 5: Upper panel: Average federated weights of each site at different time point by site heterogeneity cases. Lower
panel: catter plots of site-specific federated weights vs. discrepancy measure (ﬂj)t,a)2 values, under 5 scenarios of site
heterogeneity and 3 selected time points (days 30, 60 and 90). Sites 2—4 under Covariate Shift and All Shift have more
larger ()?ﬁt »)? values with clear trends of decreasing weights. The pink dashed lines indicate weight = 1/5, i.e., one over
five sites. This figure uses the case where n, = 300 (K > 1) as an illustration for weights.
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A.2. Complete simulation results
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Figure 6: Estimation bias (boxplots), relative root mean square error (RRMSE) compared to TGT, coverage probability
(CP%) with 95% nominal coverage level, and width of 95% confidence interval (CI) under n; = 300 (k > 1), evaluated at

days 30, 60 and 90 in simulation.
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Figure 7: Estimation bias (boxplots), relative root mean square error (RRMSE) compared to TGT, coverage probability
(CP%) with 95% nominal coverage level, and width of 95% confidence interval (CI) under n;, = 600 (k > 1), evaluated at
days 30, 60 and 90 in simulation.
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Figure 8: Estimation bias (boxplots), relative root mean square error (RRMSE) compared to TGT, coverage probability
(CP%) with 95% nominal coverage level, and width of 95% confidence interval (CI) under ny = 1000 (k > 1), evaluated at

days 30, 60 and 90 in simulation.
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B. Additional Data Analysis Results

In Figure 9, we plot the region-specific survival curves of all the 4 regions we considered (SA, OA, BP and US) for a direct
comparison on region heterogeneity, using their target-site-only (TGT) estimators, to showcase the heterogeneous effects of
the bnAb antibody treatment on different target populations.
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Figure 9: Estimated region-specific survival curves of the HVTN 704/HPTN 085 and HVTN 703/HPTN 081 trials. SA (our
target region in the main text) and OA exhibit relatively similar curves, indicating less heterogeneity of these two regions. In
contrast, both BP and US regions show significant differences to SA, which also confirms why they often have small or zero
federated weights in Panel (C) of Figure 3. The BP and US also show a substantial difference on their curves.

Furthermore, in Figure 10, we present the results—including survival curve estimations and federated weights—using three
regions other than SA as the target population. For the federated weights, similar to Figure 3 in the main text, we applied
locally weighted regression (Cleveland & Devlin, 1988) to smooth the observed weights over the study period, providing a
clearer visualization of temporal trends in this specific example.

From Figure 10, we observe that for each region, the FED and FED (BOOT) methods yield results similar to the TGT
estimator, while also recovering some interval estimations at earlier time points. This finding is consistent with the
observations made in Figure 3. In contrast, the IVW and POOL methods deviate noticeably from the TGT, FED, and
FED (BOOT) results—especially for the BP and US regions—indicating potential biases introduced by site heterogeneity.
The CCOD in each region produces curves that more closely align with the corresponding TGT, FED, and FED (BOOT)
methods.

Finally, regarding federated weights, the results for the OA region resemble those of SA in Figure 3. However, for the BP
and US regions, the federated weights are nearly 1 for the target site and O for all other sites. This pattern suggests that when
targeting the survival curves of BP or US, other sites contribute substantial biases—an observation that corroborates our
findings in Figure 9.
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Figure 10: Additional data analysis results when treating the other three regions (OA, BP and US) as the target site.
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C. Double/debiased Machine Learning Algorithm for Nuisance Function Predictions

In this section, we detail the procedures for fitting and predicting nuisance functions. Algorithm 2 outlines the DML
algorithm employed in Algorithm 1 for federated causal survival estimation. A similar process is applied to the CCOD and
other estimators when predicting their respective nuisance functions.

Algorithm 2 Double/debiased machine learning (DML) algorithm for nuisance function estimations and influence function
calculations in Algorithm 1 at a given time point and treatment.

1: Input: Observed multi-source right-censored data O = {O; = (X;, A;, Y;, Ay, R),i=1,...,n} =0°U0tU---U
OK~=1 where R; € {0,1,..., K — 1} and O represents the data for site R = k; Given treatment group A = a and a
specific time point ¢; The number of disjoint folds into which the data are split, M, where M € {2,3,..., |n*/2]}
with n* = min{n,ny,...,nx_1}.

2: Qutput: Estimated influence functions for each individual.

3: Partition O into M approximately equal-sized, disjoint validation folds VY, ..., VY,, allowing a size difference of at
most +1 between folds.

4: form=1,...,M do

5. Define the training set 7,0 = O%\VY;

6:  Fit nuisance functions S°, G°, 79 on T9

m>

using some methods ensemble from survSuperLearner and

Superlearner;
7:  Predict nuisance functions on V9, as SO, G2 and 79,.
8: end for

9: Train a model of S° by the entire data of the target site O°, denoted as S%™!', using chosen methods ensemble from
survSuperlLearner.
10: fork=1,...,K — 1do
11:  Partition OF into M approximately equal-sized, disjoint validation folds V¥, ... V¥, allowing a size difference of at
most =1 between folds.
122 form=1,...,Mdo

13: Define the training set 7,8 = OF\VE ;

14: Fit the density ratio w*:? using only covariate data of 7,0 U T,*, or by just passing through some coarsening level
summary statistics;

15: Fit nuisance functions G*, 7% on T,*, using chosen methods ensembles from survSuperLearner and
Superlearner; N

16: Predict above nuisance functions on V% as GF , ©F:0 and 7% ;

17: Predict nuisance function S* on V* using the pre-trained S% ™" model, and denote the predicted value by §7’§,

18:  end for o

19:  Aggregate all predicted nuisance functions over M folds as S*, G*, 5% and 7%,

20: end for

21: Return: The uncentered EIFs of all individuals in O, by plugging-in their predicted nuisance function values,

@ﬁ’f(@; Sk S0 Gk 7k 5R0), and the centered EIFs @ZIZ’O((’); Sk S0 Gk 7k 5R0) by centering the uncentered EIFs
to their sample mean, for all k € {0,1,..., K — 1}.

D. Technical Proofs

We adopt the following notation throughout this appendix: (i) Po; denotes a general probability limit, and the nuisance
functions under P, are denoted with subscript oo, e.g., SY.; (ii) P means the corresponding nuisance functions are replaced

by their estimates, and P may converge to a general limit Poo; (iii) P [f(O)] = [Vin|™' Xo;c2. f(O;) to denote the
empirical average on the mth validation set V,,, by cross-fitting, m =1,..., M

D.1. Theory of the CCOD estimator

D.1.1. PROOF OF THEOREM 2.8

Proof. Recall the estimand §°(¢,a) = E{S°(¢ | a,X) | R = 0} = E{S(¢ | a,X) | R = 0} under Assumption 2.6. We

write A(t | a,x) = twwhereﬂﬁgdu a,x)=PY <t,A=6|A=a,X=x)and D(t | a,x) =P(Y >t
0 D(ula,x)

18
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A = a,X = x). Then, by semiparametric theory, we write the equation

)

_ 9 _ 9 _
0= 50| =g E(S.0]aX) | R=0)|
_ . 0 -
—E{[5(t | a,X) — 0°(t, )0 | R =0} +E { [as1a0|  utix) | R o} 7 @
e=0

where 4(-) denotes the distribution of X induced by IP and ‘ ¢ denotes the score function of f. By Gill & Johansen (1990),
the mapping H +— Sy (t) := J{ (g 4{1 + H(du)} is Hadamard differentiable relative to the supremum norm with derivative

t Sp(u—)
0 Sp(u)

a(du) at H. By the chain rule, the integrand in the second term becomes

t|aX/S |ax275(du|a,x)

S(u | a,x) Oe

o = gH(t)

)

e=0

0
e (1= Auldu a.)

with
Q Ny (du | a,x) |e=o a@ (u|a, x) le—o N1 c(du | a,x)
=0 D(u | a,x) D(u| a,x)?

In addition,

9
Oe

:QIPL(YSu,A:HA:a,X:X)

NLe(du | a,x) 5%

= g//]l(y <u,d =1)P(dy,ds | a,x)
e=0 86 e=0

= //]I(y <u,6 =Dy, 8 | a,x, k)P(dy,ds | a,x) = /11(5 =1)0(u,6 | a,x, k)P(du,ds | a,x),
5

// (y > u)P(dy,dd | a,x)
o 86

// (y < uw)l(y,6 | a,x)P(dy,ds | a,x).

e=0

and

:gP(Y>u|A—a X =x)

e=0

Therefore, plugging-in the above expressions,

=[] T Rt a0y utax)

e (0,¢] e=0

-/// ‘E<y<t’5:1)sq<|;|7:)f>(zy) 2,5 0. x WP d5 |0, x)ulix)

(
(t|a7X)S( | a,x) ; <
//// w S € y) g S iy, | 0, x)B(dy. | 30N (| ()

- Jff <o (f<|ya|’;()f>( 20,5 0, )Py 45 | o, X))

thy S(u— | a,x) _ .
// S(t|a,x /0 S(ua.0D(u | X)le(du | a,x)0(y,d | a,x)P(dy,dd | a,x)p(dx)
I(A=a)

7(a | X)

Y <t,A=1S(Y—|A4,X)
S(Y | A,X)D(Y | A,X)

=E|Sa(t| X)) =—=2JH(tAY,AX) - (Y,A|A,X)],
| { | |

where

g(t’&X):/O S(ﬁu—|a,x) (du\ax)

S(u | a,x)D(u | a,x)?
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Now, we note that

Y <t A=DSY—1AX) |, o 1 [ S ax0N(dy] ax)
2 by A A= x =] = [ e
and
IE{H(t/\Y,A,X)\A:a,X:x}:// T(u < 5&;'5’)’3 (1<d|“|a)x)lp>(dy|a,x)
_ [ _ _ \S(u—=]a,x)Ni(du | a,x)
/OIPi(Y2u|A_a,XX) S(u | 0, )D(u | a,%)? P(dy | a,x)
:/t 5(1}—|a,x) 71(du\a,x).
o Sula,x)D(ula,x)
Therefore,

Y <t,A =15V~ |A,X)
S(Y | A, X)D(Y | A,X)

E[l_{(t/\Y,A,X)— ’A:a,X:x}:O

almost surely. By properties of score functions and the tower property, the above implies that

e /] JL 0= Rt a3

(0,4]

e=0
I(A=a)

Iy <t )S
7(a | X) D

7 SLA=1SY-]A4,X);
{renvax - BEAS VTAX) jio).

Combining these results with the facts that Ny (du | a,x)/D(u | a,x) = A(du | a,x) and D(u | a,x) = S(u— | )G (u |
a,X), we can rewrite (2) at the beginning as follows:

[(t|aX)

%Ho(t a) = E{;((Jé :0))[ (t | a,X) — 6°(t, a)]f(O) — ME{S@ | a,X) ];(é T}Z))
y H(Y<t A=1) N A(du | a, X) ,
(s meTex L g ixdeex)i©|x]]
=E E(é: %))[ (t]a,X)—6°(t, a)]é((’))} ~E M[f(;i |0§()S(t | a,X) ];(é T}Z))
(Y <tA=1) e Adu | a, X) :
ATl T xeeiam) 40
Therefore, an uncentered EIF of §°(¢, a) at P is found as
— 0 —
PEE(015,G,7) = SSP(O5F) = =S (e |0, X) - G TS0 0 X)
y (v <t,A=1) [ Adu| a,X)
S(Y | a,X)G(Y | a,X) 0 S(u | a,X)G(u | a,X)
where ¢"(X) = P(R = 0 | X) is the target site propensity. O

D.1.2. LEMMATA FOR THE CCOD ESTIMATOR

To establish the RAL related results of the CCOD estimator, we first present a number of lemmata in this section. We
assume that the corresponding nuisance functions converge to some general limits defined by P,,. We start by expressing
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the difference GSOP (¢, a) — 6°(¢, a) as

m=14€T,,
M
N 1
=PuleiS+ 5 D D [P (00) = ¢5E00(00)]
m=1i€Lm™
M
1 Mn,, 1
= PaleiSi T+ 3 D s 2 [P0 — ¢SiRa(00)]
m=1 moieLm
M
N 1 Mn
= P[00 3 Mimprn ppecon _ ccony
m=1
M M
N 1 Mn 1 Mn
= PSSP+ 3 B ) [550R, — o508 + 5 D M peen | — o2
m=1 m=1
M 1/2 M
— P, [,*CCOD 1 M”W{ Gm [GCcoD  _ ,CCoD 1 ”mp GCCOD g0y 3
- n[(poo,t,a ] Z n n [‘lpn,m,t,a spoo,t,a] + M Z [(pn,m,t,a ( 70‘)] . ( )

Next, in the following Lemma D.1, we establish an Lo () norm distance (bound) between the estimated IF and the limiting
IF in terms of discrepancies on the nuisance parameters, we consider some decompositions.

Lemma D.1. Under Assumption 2.3 and Condition 2.2, there exists a universal constant C = C(n) such that for each m, n,
t, and a,

6
Plonona — Psstal> SCM) Y Ajnm tas

—

<

where

_ [ 1 1
Anm a:IED - ’
prmbe = PR =0) - P(R=0)]

A2,n,m,t,a =P [(/ng(X) - ng(X)}2 5

A3,n,m,t,a =P = - = y

A4,n,m,t,a =P sup

§m(u | a,X) Soo(u | a,X)

A5,n,m,t,a =P sup

mt]a,X)  Sxlt]a,X) H

Proof. We first denote

(Y <t,A=1) _/W A(du | a,X)
) Joo S( '

SY |a,X)G(Y | a,X ul|a,X)G(u| a,X)
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Then, we have the following decomposition:

4
~CCOD CCOD E

@t,a - Sooo,t,a = Uj,n,m,t,aa
j=1
where
_ TIR=0) I(R=0)]=
n,m,t,a — - m(t ’ )
Vinmto = |pmm=0) ~ Br=0)] 4%
= I(R=0) 13 _
Uz nmta = P(R=0) {Sm(t | a,x) — Seo(t | aax):| ;
-0 0 _
- 0 (X) X)) 13
U. n,m,t,a — - Bm m)s
st = |Em(p=0)  B(R=0)] ")
0
. ¢(X) T3 5
U4,n,m,t,a IP)(R — 0) |: m(Vm) oo(vm):|

Note that the expression of ]_??m(Vm) — Boo (Vi) can be found in Lemma 3 of Westling et al. (2023), while we only

need to replace corresponding nuisance functions with the global version here, thus the detail is omitted. Then, by the
_ 2

triangle inequality, we have P [$7 500 — pSS9P | ? < [Z?Zl{P{(Uj’n,m,t’a)Q}}l/ 2] . Therefore, under Assumption 2.3

and Condition 2.2, there exists a universal constant C' = C'(n) such that the result in the statement holds. Thus, the proof is
completed. O

Furthermore, we investigate conditions that make the empirical process term G [$£SOP — pSS9P] to be o, (n~'/2). This
requires some preliminaries from the empirical process theory (Vaart & Wellner, 2023). We first introduce the following
notation and Lemma D.2. Then, we consider results for uniform convergence over t € [0, 7].

Given a class of functions F on a sample space X, a norm || -

,and € > 0, the covering number N (e, F,| - ||) is the

minimal number of || - ||-balls of radius £ needed to cover F. The centers of these balls need not be in F. An (e, || - ||)
bracket is a set of the form {f € F : l(z) < f(z) < u(z) for all z € X'} such that ||u — || < £ and is denoted [I, u]. Here [
and u need not be elements of 7. The bracketing number Nj(e, F, || - ||) is then defined as the minimal number of (e, || - ||)

brackets needed to cover F. It is well known that N (e, F, || - [|) < Np(2¢, F, || - ||). Readers are referred to Vaart & Wellner
(2023) for more theory on empirical processes and their applications.

Lemma D.2 (Lemma 4 in Westling et al. (2023)). Let F = {z — fi(z) : t € [0, 7]} be a class of functions on a sample
space X such that fs(x) < fi(z) forall 0 < s < t < 7and x € X, and such that an envelope F for F satisfies
| F|lp,2 < co. Then Njj(e||F|lp,2, F, L2(P)) < P(fr — f)2/(52\|F||]%72) < 4€? for all (0,1]. If F is uniformly bounded by
a constant C, then N (eC, F, L2(Q)) < 1/&2 for each probability distribution Q on X.

Then, we introduce the following Lemma D.3. For simplicity, p° and ¢° correspond to, respectively, P(R = 0) and ¢°(X),
and S, 7, G correspond to, respectively .S, 7 and G functions in Lemma D.3.

Lemma D.3. Let S, 7,q°, p°, and G be fixed, where t — S(t | a,x) is assumed to be non-increasing for each (a, x), and
where S(to | a,x) > 1/n, G(to | a,x) > 1/n, w(ag | x) > 1/n, and p° > 1/n, for some n € (0,00). Then the class of
influence functions Fg r 10 40.G to.a0 = LP87.0°.4°.G to.a0 - t € [0,t0]} satisfies

SapN(‘SHF”Q»Q?fS,ﬂ,pO,qo,G,to,aoaL2(Q)) < 32/6107

foranye € (0,1] where F = n(142n?) is an envelope of Fg x o
Q on the sample space of the observed data.

.q0,Gto, a0 @Nd the supremum is taken over all distributions

Proof. The class Fs 0 40.G t0,a0 1S uniformly bounded by (1 + 27?) because of the assumed upper bounds of 1/p°, 1/
and 1/G. Therefore, the envelop function can be taken as F' = n(1 + 2n?).
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Define the following two functions f; and h; pointwise as

I(la=ag,y<t,d =1 S(t| ag,x

ft(X7a0767y): ( 5 0,Y ) ( ) ( | 0 )
p 71'(&0 | X)S(y | aop, X ) (y | ag, X )

H(a:a03u§y7u§t) O(X) (t‘a07x)
h = A(d .
o) = St Tow e a0 a0 0%

Consider classes ]-'Sp O to.ae = LX) = I(r = 0)S(t | ag,x)/p° : t € (0,10}, ]-'Sp O0.Gotan = 1(X,00,0,y) —

fe(x,a0,9,y) : t € [0,%0]}, and fg,pu,qo,G’,t,ao = {(x,a0,y) — he(x,a,y) : t € [0,t0]}. We can then write

1 2 3
Fsmp0,00,Grtoa0 S {1 = fot fa: f1 € ‘FS,pquU,to,ao’ fa e ‘FS,pO,qO,G,toyao’ fs € ‘FS,pO,qO,G,toyao}'

Since (x,7) +— I(r = 0)S(t | ag,x)/p° is non-increasing over t € [0, o] for all (x,r) and uniformly bounded by 1/,
Lemma D.2 implies that supg (e, Fg 0 0 1, 000 L2(Q)) < 2¢%.

The }'Sp 49.G.to.a 18 contained in the product of the classes {y — I(y < t) : ¢ € [0, %0}, {x = S(t | ao,x) : t € [0,20]},

and the singleton class {(x, ag,d,y) — I(a = ag,6 = 1,y < t)¢°(x)/[p°7(ao | xX)S(y | ao,x)G(y | ap,x)]}. The first
two classes both have covering number supg N (g, -, L2(Q)) < 2¢? by Lemma D.2. The third class has uniform covering
number 1 for all € because it can be covered with a single ball of any positive radius. In addition, F?2 5.00.4° .G toa is uniformly

bounded by n3. Therefore, based on Lemma 5.1 in Van der Laan (2006), supg N(en3, F2 §.p0.40.G 100 Ly(Q)) < 4/e*.

Furthermore, based on Lemma 5.1 in Van der Laan (2006) again, we can rewrite JF3 S.p0.40.Gtoa {(x,a0,y) —
S mu(u,x, a0, y)p*(du) : ¢ € [0,t0]}, where
I(a=a,u < y,u<t)g"(x)S(t | ap,x)

POm(ag | x)S(u | ag,x)G(u | ag, x)

mt(uvxaamy) = )\*(U | ava)a

with p*(du) is a dominating measure for P-almost all x and A*(du | ag, x) the Radon-Nikodym derivative of A(- | ag, %)
with respect to p*. Then, the class M; = {m; : t € [0, to]} is contained in the product of the singleton class {(x, ag, y, u) —
I(a = ag,u < y)¢®(x)A*(u | ag,x)/[p7(ao | x)S(u | ag,x)G(u | ag,x)]} and the class {u +— I(u < t) : t € [0,t0]}
and {x +— S(t | ag,x) : t € [0,]}, which as discussed above both have Ly(Q) covering number bounded by 2/£2 for any
probability measure Q. Therefore, supg N (en®, My, L2(Q)) < 4/e*. By Jensen’s inequality, ||hy — hs1,(q) < [lm: —
M | L (4 x) for any Q, which implies that supg N (e, F& o 0 4.0 L2(Q)) < supg N(en®, My, La(u* x Q) < 4/e*
for all Q.

Therefore, we have shown that the three classes have covering numbers bounded by 2/c2, 4/e* and 4/¢%, respectively.
Therefore, by Lemma 5.1 in Van der Laan (2006),

s%p N(en(1+ 2172)7 FS,m,p0,40,G o000 L2(Q)) < 32/510.

O

Lemma D.4. If Conditions 2.1-2.2 hold, then M~ "M _ n='Mny/* G [CC08. , — ¢CC9P | = 0,(n~1/). If Condi-
tions 2.3 holds as well,

1/2

sup |Gy [P0 o — 5500, ]| = op(n™1/).
u€[0,t]

M
MZ"

Proof. We follow notation in Lemma D.1. First, we note that

Mn? _ M(jnm —n/M|+n/M)'2 _ Mng, —n/M|V? + Mn/M|'? _ (M)1/2 M
—\n n

)

n n - n
for all m since |n,, — n/M| < 1 by assumption on n,,. Then, we have that

M

1 i Mn))? sup |G [@CCOD (PCCOD” < O(n71/2)i sup |G [@CCOD <pccon]|
Mm:l wel0.] n n,m,t,a oo,t,a — Mmzlue[O,t] n n,m,t,a co.t.all>
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since K = O(1).

_ . M
Therefore, for the pointwise claim, we turn to show M~ 3" |G [$5590 | — 5590 ]|

argument, we write

= 0p(1). Using conditional

E|GY [Buimta — sral| = E[EB[GT [Ginlta — ¢sclal [ [ Tm]

where T, = O\V,, is the mth training set. Note that the randomness in the inner expectation of the right-hand-side above,
by conditioning on the training set, is only induced from G]' by averaging over the observations on the validation set.
Therefore,

E[E|G) [Bhimta — Psotall | Tm] = PG (Grona — Yool

COD
n,m,t,a

~CCOD

Defining as the singleton class of functions o, 75 | — @i’ft,a, we further have

P!Gz@<wf,€22,ﬂ—¢;§,?z>\:wl ap G::(fn].
f€;FC(OD

n,m,t,a

By Theorem 2.1.14 in Van der Vaart & Wellner (1996), the covering number of FSSOP s 1 for all &, so the uniform entropy

n,m,t,a
integral .J (1, F SO ) is 1 relative to the natural envelope |@500 | — ¢SSO0 |. Therefore, there is a universal constant C’

n,m,t,a
such that

1/2
< O {P(@rmta — Poota)’}

IN

P [ sup |G (f)]
fe

CCOD
Fromot,a

6
1 1
¢ E : Aj,n,m,t,m
j=1

following definition of A; ,, ¢, terms in Lemma D.8. So we showed that M/ ! Zﬁle E |GZ’ [@fﬁgea — @2,3‘33] | is
bounded up to C"” 25:1 E[max,, (A} ,.m.t.)] for some constant C”. It is straightforward that by Conditions D.1 and D.2,

this upper bound tends to zero, which implies that M~ S |gm (25500 — ©SE°] | = op(1).

Next, we show the uniform statement. The basic argument is the same. We first write

E

—E sup {G’Z’L [ACCOD CCOD ] }

wn,m,u,a - Saoo,u,a =E sup |GZLQ|

9E€Yn, m,t,a

)

sup (67 (PS580 — oS | o
w€[0,t]

u€[0,t]

~

where G m o = {B5 0.0 — 590, : u € [0,t]}. When conditioning on 7,,,, the functions S,,, Gy, T, and b, are

fixed, so Lemma D.3 implies that

log S%p N(el|Gnmitallo.2s Gt L2(Q)) < Cloge™,

2. ; e — 5CCOD CCOD
for some constant C' not depending on n, m, or €, and where G, m,t,a = SUDye(0.4] |Prm,ua — Poo,ua

envelope function for G,, ,, + .. As a result, the uniform entropy integral

| is the natural

1
J(]-7 gn,m,t,aa L2 (]P)) = S%P/ []- + 1Og N(E”Gn,m,t,a”(@,% gn,m,t,an L2 (@))}1/2(&5
0

is bounded by a constant not depending on n or m. By Theorem 2.14.2 of Van der Vaart & Wellner (1996), there is therefore
a constant C' not not depending on n or m such that

E < OP | sup {pCO () — oCOP (0))2

n,m,u,a - (poo,u,a
u€(0,t]

sup  |Gy'g|
ge;g;n,7n,t,a

6
< CC(U) Z Aj,n,m,t,av

Jj=1
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where the second inequality follows notation and results of Lemma D.1. We therefore have that

6
]E sup Gm (ﬁgcrglz ,a QDSS?LDQ 77) maXE[A .7n7m7t7a:|'
M Z u€0,t] | [ ; m J
By Assumption 2.3, Conditions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.4, this bound tends to zero. O

Lemma D.5. Consider some general nuisance functions under P, denoted by Sooy Gooy Too, and qgo. Then,
PlpfSOP (05 Poo)] — 0°(t, a) equals

00 s o) [ S0 18X GOLXT 0RO gy
. P( ot X/ | aX) {éoo(y|a,X)woo(a|X)q0(X) 1}(A°° A)dy | a X))

Proof. We first express ¢SO (0; Poo) as

UR=0) o i1ax) - X & a,X)H(? - ;‘2)

H: & Y, A X
P(RZO) 00 Soo,Goo ,t,a(’ ’ )7

where

Hs _ a 1a(Y,AX) =

H(Y<tA—l) /MY A (du|aX)
Seo(Y 10, X)Go(Y [0, X)  Jo  Swolu]a,X)Goo(u]a,X)’

Following a result in Lemma 1 of Westling et al. (2023), E{Hs__ &_ ; (Y, A, X) | X = x} equals

(y—|a,x)G(y | a,x) (Ao — N)(dy | a,x).

S (v [ a,x)Goo(y | a,x)

Therefore, it is straightforward that P SOP (O; Poo )] — 0°(t, a) equals

E {E{];(}:()O){Sw(t |a,X) - 5(t | a, X)}]
°(X) a3(X) 4 aIX Sy—1a.X)GlylaX) 5 &
2 gl 30 S =L T30y Bl T ety o3~ M 030

Furthermore, by Duhamel equation in Gill & Johansen (1990), we have

—la,X)

g (M~ AN 0,X),

Soeo(t]a,X) =8| a,X)=— t\aX/S

for each (¢, a, x). Therefore, we further have P[p¢SOP (O; P )] — 0°(t, a) equals

0(X a,X) [ Gly|a,X)7(a|X)g% (X - -
P(R=0) S (y | a, X) | Goo(y | a, X)Too(a | X)q*(X)
O
D.1.3. PROOF OF THEOREM 2.9
Proof. By the result in equation (3) with 7o, = 7, Goo =G, and S, = S,
BECP ,0) — 9(0.0) = PSP 4 L 50 M g foceon _ con . L5 Mot econ _ o
n 9 ) t,a ]\4m=1 n n n,m,t,a t,a ]\4m=1 n t,a 9 .
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By Conditions 2.1 and 2.2, the second summand on the right-hand-side is op(nfl/ %) by Lemma D.4. By Lemma D.5,

]P’[cﬁg(CIOD] — 6°(t, a) equals
0 tg 3 7 q°
2| 0 5y [P0 eX) {AG(y|a,X)7T(a|X)qm(X) B } 3 b a’X}
pr-0 " )/0 Sy ] a,X) | Gy | a,X)Tm(a| X)g0(X) e Nl o X)

By Duhamel equation in Gill & Johansen (1990), we have that
a X) - ) _
10X R, - Ky |a.x)= {2 1) (du] 0. X).
Sm(y | a,X) Sin

and so the above equals
X)) 3 ex [ CWlaX)w@] X)g,
¢ Er=0"" ’X>/o {ém<y|a,x>%m<a|><q0<x Som
o] X . malX) N\ [PS
=5 |5y 10 {0 T 1 5, ’X)l
X 3 .x [ FaX) [ Gylex@) (S N,
2 sl %m<alx>{5m<y|a,x>q0<x> 1} <§m 1) - ’X)l
g | X)) (Fula] X) — 7a | X)HSu(t |, X) - S(t] a,X)}
P(R=0) Tl | X)
I
X)) 7alX) 5 o [ GwleX@X) (S
| B = A 39| {ém<y|a,x>qo<x> 1} <§ 1) ! ’X)]'
I

We note that I; < n°E [\%m(a | X) — 7(a | X)| - [Sm(t | @, X) — S(t | a, x>|}. For I, we further expand it, similarly to

the above process, as
0 m(a ~ _
= |l T 000 — OS¢ 0.X) = St 0.0}
Iz
DX 7elX) 5 o [T Gwlex) V(5N
+E | pa gm0 [ {5m<y|a7x) 1} (@m 1) (e ’X>1
Iz

Then, by notation in Condition 2.4, I) + I < 772{77”7t7a,1 + Tnta2 + Tntas}. Since

by Condition 2.2.

M1 Zn]\le n~Mn,, <2,
S 2772(]- + n){fn,t,a,l + 7zn,t,a,Q + fn,t,a,B} - Op(n71/2)a

M
1 Mn,,
i E " P [g5e " —0°(t,a)]

m=1
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by Condition 2.4. This established the pointwise RAL property: SOP (¢, a) = 69(t, a) + P, (¢} CCOD) + 0, (n~1/2). Since
©;SCOP is uniformly bounded, P{(£;S“°P)?} < oo and since P{;SOP} = 0, it follows that

BB (BISEO) < N (0, B{(9SCPP2)).

For the uniform RAL, we use the same decomposition above. By conditions 2.1, 2.2 and 2.4 and Lemma D .4,

1/2
1 Z M up |Gy (5597 — 8501 | = oy (n /%),
u€[0,t]

Therefore, we have that

1 M Mn
sup |— > —Pr(@Sen , — 0°(t,a))

20— _ _
n,m,t,a < sup 27 {rn,uya»l + Tnua,2 T Tn,u,a,B}v
u€[0,t] n

u€|0,t]

m=1

which is o, (n~1/2) (u,a) — 8°(u,a) — P,, (%CQCOD)‘ = 0,(n"1/?). Since
{©:CCOP s w € [0,1]} is a uniformly bounded P-Donsker class by Lemma D.3, {n'/?P,, (¢;5P) : u € [0, ]} converges

weakly to a tight mean-zero Gaussian process with covariance (u, v) — P(p;C P rCo0P). 0O

Remark D.6 (Double robustness of the CCOD estimator). If we only focus on the consistency of QCCOD (t,a), then the
condition o, = 7T, Goo = G, qOO = ¢" and S, = S can be replaced by the following statement: For P-almost all x,
there exist measurable sets S, G C [0, 1] such that S, UG, = [0,t] and A(u | a,x) = A (u | a,x) forall u € S, and
G(u | a,x) = Goo(u | a,x) for all u € G,. In addition, if S, is a strict subset of [0,#], then 7(a | X) = 7o (a | x) and

q0(x) = ¢% (x) as well. Then, F)SCOD(t, a) is consistent if Conditions 2.1 and 2.2 hold, and it is uniform consistent if
Condition 2.3 also holds.

This statement could be interpreted as that at a given time ¢, if either (i) the conditional survival model S; or (ii) all other
nuisance functions G, 7 and ¢° are correctly specified (with other conditions above), 05°P (¢, a) is consistent.

The proof details of Remark D.6 are similar to those in the proof of Theorem 2 in Westling et al. (2023), which are omitted
here. A sketch is that by decomposing the integral fot as f 5 T f ge» Where S¢ is the complement of set S, and S¢ C G, by
definition. Then it is straightforward to verify that when the statement in Remark D.6 holds, the following integral (also in
the bias term (4))

"Sty—[aX) [ Gly|aX)R | Xl (X) Vg o
/0 y|aX){ (y | a,X) 7o (a | X)q°(X) 1}(Aoo A)(dy | a,X)

y—1a,X) [ Gly|a,X)7(@X)ax(X)  \ x  Ryide e X) =
(L) 3 e oo oy 1) Vi = M 0.3 =
which further implies P[oSS9P] —

needs Lemmata D.1-D.3.

6°(t,a) = 0. The remainder of proving the consistency or uniform consistency also

D.2. Theory of the source-site estimator

We first prove Theorem 2.10 about the EIF of the source-site estimator in the following Section D.2.1. We then provide
proofs for the RAL and uniform RAL properties of the source-site estimator. The techniques employed parallel those used
for the CCOD estimator, so some proofs are either omitted or provided with less detail.

D.2.1. PROOF OF THEOREM 2.10

Proof. Under Assumption 2.6, 0°(¢,a) = E{S°(t | a,X) | R = 0} = E{S*(t | a,X) | R = 0}. Therefore,

) )
&90( a) -, = EE{SZC@ |a,X) | R=0} Y
=E{[S"(t | a,X) — 6°(t,a)]lx|r=0 | RO}+E{/ %S’?(ﬂa X) (dx) RO}. )
e=0
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Following a similar argument in the proof of Theorem 2.8 in Section D.1.1, we can express the integrand of the second term
above as

o [ T At ayutax)

(0,t] e=0

k a,x)S* a,X
:/// H<y§’*’5l>55(ff<|y |’a,)f>z(>k y||X)) (.6 | a.x, k)P(dy, 8 | a,x, k)(dx)

S (t] a,%)S*(u—] a, %), .
+////]I(u§t,u§y) SF(u | a,x) Dk (u | x) Uy, 0 | a,x,k)P(dy, dé | a,x, k)Ny (du | a,x)p(dx)
i a,x)S* a,x
:///‘H(yﬁt"szl)s L0 )51 9X) i 5| a,x, k)P(dy, db | a,x, kyu(dx)

SF(y | a,x)D*(y | x)

@ X 0 Sk(u | a X)Dk(u | X)2 plau | a,Xx)ely, a,X, Y, a,X, k)pulax

I(A =a) I(Y <t,A=1)8"Y— | A,X)
*(a | X) SF(Y | A, X)DF(Y | A4,X)

]E{SA(tX) {H’“(t/\YA X) — }é(Y,A|A,X,Rk) :

where

" S*(u— | a,x)Nf(du | a,x)
H* - v Tl
(t,a,x) /O k(’u, ‘ a,X)Dk(U | CL,X)2

Now, we note that

! Sk(y_ ‘ G,,X)le(dy | CL,X)
o S*(yla,x)Dk(y|a,x)

)

{H(Y <t,A=1)SkYy-|AX

) = = = —
SV AX)DFY [ AX) |- eX=xk=k=

and
E{HFtANY,A,X)|A=0a,X=x,R=Fk}
k Sk (u— | a,x)NF(du | a,x)
— H < ) ) P
// S ) G T ) DR [ a, )2 (Y | @ %K)
K S*(u— | a,x)NF(du | a,x)
= [ PY>u|A=0a,X= =k — =P(d k
[ S (u— | a,x)Nf(du | a,x)
o S*ula,x)D(ula,x)
Therefore,

I(Y <t,A=1)S*Y—- | 4,X)
SF(Y | A, X)DF(Y | A4,X)

E{H’“(tAY,A,X)— A=a,X=x,R=k| =0

almost surely. By properties of score functions and the tower property, the above implies that

e // T {1 — A¥(du | a,x)}p(dx)

(0,1]

e=0

B I(R=Fk) I(A=a) Y <t,A=1SHY—| A4,X))
= B[540 055 oy arge g (2N AR - S o pre AR @)
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Combining these results with the facts that N¥(du | a,x)/D*(u | a,x) = A¥(du | a,x) and D*(u | a,x) = S*(u— |
2)G*(u | a,x), we can rewrite (5) at the beginning as follows:

9 0
&9 (t, Cl)

R =0)
ﬂ‘ﬂwz>

{ (Y <t,A=1) ) /O“y AkEdu|
(

| |
=

1SE(t | a, X) — 6°(t, a))é(O) — H(R:O)E{Sk(t g, X)—A

X

Sk(y | X)GF(y | a, X
I(R =k

:E[HR ){Sk(t|aX)—90(ta)}€( )] ]E[

P(R=0) Fa | X)
(Y <t,A=1) iy A (du | a,X)
X 20)].

smxmymm 0 S X)GHua,X)
Therefore, an uncentered EIF of #°(¢, a) at P is found as

H(R =0) .o (R = k:)IP’(R 0]X) &

;P —_ X) — X
L I(A=a) (Y <t,A=1) /“Y AF(du | a,X)
mk(a | X) | SE(Y | a, X)GF(Y | a,X) 0 kul|a,X)Gk(u | a,X) |
Observe that, by Bayes’s rule,
P(R=0|X) PX|R=0) P(R=0)
P(R=k|X) PX|R=k) P(R=k)
wk:0(X)

where w* (X)) is a density ratio term, we then have

H(RZO) 0 H(R:k) k,0 k

P — 2 GY¢ X X t X
L I(A=a) I(Y <t,A=1) /MY AF(du | a,X)
7k(a | X) | S(Y | a, X)GK(Y | a,X) J, k(u] a,X)G*(u | a,X)
O

D.2.2. REGULARITY CONDITIONS AND RAL OF THE SOURCE-SITE ESTIMATOR
For site R = k, we denote 7%, G¥, w*0, A* and S* the truths of nuisance functions. We use 7r k . G’C A’;O and Sfo to

denote some general probability limits for the nuisance function estimators.
i ok kO vk Ak k
Condition D.1. There exist 75, w’, G5, AS and S%, such that

) 2
(a) max,, P ﬂ%(}l‘x) - Tr’;o(IaIX)} —p 0;

(b) max,, P [0F0(X) — w];éo(x)]z —p 0;

m

2
1 - 1 .
GF (ula,X)  GE (u[a,X) H = 0,

(¢) max,, P SUP,e[0,¢]

55 (ta,X) 8% (Ha,X) r
S", (ula,X) Sk, (ula,X) ’ —p 0

(d) max,, P SUPue[O t]

Condition D.2. There exists an 1) € (0, 00) such that for P-almost all x, 7 (a | x) > 1/n, 7% (a | x) > 1/n, @F0(x) <,
whO(x) <n, GE (t|a,x) > 1/n, and G¥_(t | a,x) > 1/n withprobablllty tending to 1.
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Condition D.3.

) L)
3

m(ula,X)  Sk(ula,X
Sk(v]a,X) Sk(v|a,X)

max[P | sup sup
m w€[0,t] vE[0,u]

Condition D.4. Define

1k o1 = maxP {75 (a | X) — 7¥(a | X)HSE (| a,X) — S*(t] a,X)}],

P ba2 = max P {DR0(X) = WMOX)HSN (¢ | a,.X) — S¥(¢ ] 0, X))}
~ t k X k

T ta,3 = maxP an(t|a7x)/ M—l i—l (du | a,X)|.
T m o | GE (u]a,X) Sk

Then, it holds that Tfj,’t’ml =op(n 1/2), Thta2 = = op(n 1/2) and 1",’27157@,3 = op(n’l/Z).

, and

Condition D.5. It holds that sup,,¢|q rE an = op(n=3), SUPye0,4] rE a2 =o0p(n~?), and SUPye(o,¢]
op(n=1/2).

k —
Tn,u,a73 -

The following theorem formally states the (uniform) RAL of the source-site estimator.

Theorem D.7. If Conditions D.1-D.2 hold, with ’/T];o =7k wk 0 — k0 G’;O = G*, and Sfc = S* the CCOD holds, and
Condition D.4 also holds, then @k;o(t, a) =0°(t,a) + P (90:’;0) + 0,(n~Y2). In particular, 711/2(@7€ O(t,a) — 6°(t,a))

then convergences in distribution to a normal random variable with mean zero and variance o = IP’[((pf IZ 0) |- If Conditions

D.3 and D.5 also hold, then

sup gfl(u, a) — Go(u, a) — Pn(go:;]fao) op(n_1/2).
u€(0,t]

In particular, {n*/*(0% (u,a) — 0°(u, a)) : u € [0,t]} converges weakly as a process in the space £>([0,t]) of uniformly

bounded functions on [0, ] to a tight mean zero Gaussian process with covariance function (u,v) — P(p;m005k:0).

To prove Theorem D.7, we first introduce and prove several lemmata in the next section.

D.2.3. LEMMATA FOR THE SOURCE-SITE ESTIMATOR

To establish the RAL related results of @fl(t, a), we start from considering the difference @g(t, a) — 0°(t,a). Recall that
P?" is the empirical distribution corresponding to the mth validation set V,,, from the entire data O, and denote G]* the
corresponding empirical process. Then, following the similar process used in (3), it can be shown that

ok 0 #k,0 1 < Mny’ k.0 1 Mnm k0 0
en(tﬂ a‘) - 9 (t7 CL) = P [(poo ,t, a] + M Z n G? son’,m,t,a <poo t aj| ar Z |:99t a 6 (t7 a) . (6)
=1

m=1

Next, similar to what we did for the CCOD estimator, in the following Lemma D.8, we establish the L, (P) norm distance
(bound) between the estimated IF and the limiting IF for the source-site estimator.

Lemma D.8. Under Condition D.2, there exists a universal constant C = C(n) such that for each k, m, n, t, and a,
~k,0
]P)[(pta woota ZAjnmtaV
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where

A¥ o Jj— - o 2
Loomba =5 pm(R=0) P(R=0)] ’

1 1 ?
Af =P
2,n,m,t,a _]P)T(R — k) ]P’(R = k):| 5

. 2
Alg,n,m,t,a =P [wfrio(a | X) - w/(;,)()(a ‘ X)] )
1 1 2
Ak =P —
bomen =P |5 TR ~ 7T
- 2
1 1
Ak n,m,t,a — P sup P - )
ot wel0.] |GE (u] a,X)  Gh(u]a,X) ]
[ St a,X)  Sh(t|ax)|]
Algnmta =P sup ’\m ’ - l?:o ’ :
et welo | Sk (u]a,X)  SE(u|a,X)
Proof. We first denote
I(A=a (Y <t,A=1 Iy AF(du | a, X
BH ) = s (0. X) | g [ o S R
7 (a | X) SEY | a,X)G*(Y | a,X) 0 Sk(u | a, X)G*(u | a,X)

C*(Vpn) = B¥ (Vi)W 0(X).

Then, we first have the following decomposition:

4
~k,0 k,0 _ 2 : k
@t,a - @oo,t,a - Uj,n,m,t,av
=1

where
SR ETEC TSSO
Ubmtn = B =g [S0(t %) = 8%(¢ [ a.x)]
I(R = k)

k _—
U4,n,m,t,a - ]P)(R _ k‘)

k .
Now, for Uy',, ,,, ¢ » We further decompose it as

. I(R=k) <
Uk - a § vk
4,n,m,t,a ]P(R k) ot 7,n,m,ta’

where
Vllfn,m,t,a = Bgo(vm) [aﬁio(x) - wf,;O(X)} ’
VEvmtia = O5(X) [ Bl (V) = B (V)| -

2,n,m,t,a m

The expression of Eﬁq (Vim) — Bﬁo (Vi) is exactly the same as the Lemma 3 in Westling et al. (2023), while we only need to

replace the corresponding nuisance functions by the site-k version here, so the detail is omitted. By the triangle inequality,
2
we have P31 — o, ]2 < {Z?:l{P[(Uﬁn,m,t,a)Q]}l/z} . Therefore, under Assumption 2.3 and Condition D.2, there

exists a universal constant C' = C(n) such that the result in the statement holds. Thus, the proof is completed. O
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Furthermore, we investigate how to make the empirical process term G [gpi ?,L ta <poo0t a | tobe op(n_l/ 2) to establish

the asymptotic normality. We first recall Lemma D.2 in Section D. 1.2 and related empirical process notation there. Then, we
introduce the following Lemma D.9. For simplicity, w, p and p* correspond to, respectively, w*, P(R = 0), P(R = k),
and since S° = S* is assumed, we just use S to denote conditional survival of the event time for all &, and without loss of
generality, G = G* and m = 7* are also dependent to R = k.

Lemma D.9. Let S, 7, w, p°, p* and G be fixed, where t — S(t | a,x) is assumed to be non-increasing for each (a,x), and
where S(to | a,x) > 1/n, G(to | a,x) > 1/n, w(ag | x) > 1/n, w(x) < n, p° > 1/n and p* > 1/n, for some n € (0, ).
Then the class of influence functions Fs x 10 40.G.to,a0 = \LS,1.w.p0.p5 Goto.a0 - b € [0, 0]} satisfies

S%p N(EHFH@,Q’ fS,Tr,w,pO,pk,G,to,awLQ(Q)) < 32/5107

for any ¢ € (0,1] where F' = n(1 + 2n3) is an envelope of FS 0.0 pk G to,a00 @A the supremum is taken over all
distributions Q on the sample space of the observed data.

Proof. The class Fg 00 pk.G.to,ao 1S Uniformly bounded by 7(1 + 213) because of the assumed upper bounds of
1/p°, 1/p*,w,1/m and 1/G. Therefore, the envelop function can be taken as F' = n(1 + 21%).

Define the following two functions f; and h; pointwise as

I(r = k,a = a0,y < £,6 = Dw()S( | a,x)
prm(ao | x)S(y | a0, x)G(y | ao,x)

I(r=Fk,a=ap,u<y,u<t)w(x)S(t|ax)

pFr(ag | x)S(u | ap,x)G(u | ag,x)

ft(xa T, a0, 5; y) =

)

ht(X, T, a05y> = / A(du | (LQ,X).
Consider classes fépo to.a0 = {(x r) = I(r = 0)S(¢ | ag,x)/p" : t € [0,t0]}, F Sp w.Cito.as = X7 a0,0,y)

fi(x,7r,a0,6,y) : t € [0,%0]}, and F Sp .Gt ={(x,7r,a0,y) — hi(x,7,a,y) : t € [0,t0]}. We can then write

1 2 3
‘7_—5771'7&1711707131‘3@7%7@0 < {fl —fotfs: i€ ‘FS,pO’to,ao’ fae ‘FS,pkyw,G,toyao’fB € ’FS,P’“,W,GJO,GO}'

Since (x,7) — H(r = 0)S(t | ag,x)/p" is non-increasing for all (x, r) and uniformly bounded by 1/7, Lemma D.2 implies
that supg (e, F§ 0 4, 0y L2(Q)) < 262,

The ]-'Sp .G to.a0 18 contained in the product of the classes {y — I(y < ¢) : t € [0,%0]}, {x = S(t | ao,x) : t € [0, 0]},

and the singleton class {(x,r, ag,d,y) — I(r = k,a = ap,d = 1,y < t)w ( )/ [PE7(ao | x)S(y | ao, x)G(y | ao,x)]}
The first two classes both have covering number supg N (e, -, L2(Q)) < 2¢2 by Lemma D.2. The third class has uniform
covering number 1 for all € because it can be covered with a single ball of any positive radius. In addition, .7-' is

Ly(Q)) < 4/t

Pk w,G ta

uniformly bounded by n*. Therefore, supg NV (en* ]—'g P w Gt

Furthermore, similar to the proof of Lemma D.3, we can rewrite ]—'gp,ch to.a0 = {(x,r,a0,y) +
S ma(u,x, 7, a0, y)p*(du) : t € [0, 0]}, where
I(r=Fka=au<yu<twx)S(t]a,x)

phm(ag | x)S(u | ag,x)G(u | ag,x)

my(u, X, 7, ao,y) = A (u | ag,x),

with p*(du) is a dominating measure for P-almost all x and A*(du | ag,x) the Radon-Nikodym derivative of A(- |
ag,x) with respect to p*. Then, the class M, = {m; : t € [0,to]} is contained in the product of the singleton class
{(x,r,a0,y,u) — I(r = k,a = ag,u < y)w(x)\(u | ap,x)/[p*m(ao | x)S(u | ag,x)G(u | ag,x)]} and the class
{lu—T(u<t): te [O,to]} and {x — S(t | ag,x) : t € [0,¢]}, which as discussed above both have L,(Q) covering
number bounded by 2/ for any probability measure Q. Therefore, supg (en*, My, L2(Q)) < 4/e*. The remainder of

the proof is the same as that of Lemma D.3 (except for replacing 1> by n* here). O
Lemma D.10. If Conditions D.1-D.2 hold, then M~! Zm 1 nfan}n/QGm {A’;En ta <p];oot a| = op(n=12). If

Conditions D.3 holds as well,

M 1/2
1 Mn ~k,0 k,0 -
Z - Sup ‘Gm [Spn:m,t,a Spoo ,t ag] = Op(n 1/2>‘
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The proof of Lemma D.10 is similar to the proof of Lemma D.4, thus it is omitted.

Lemma D.11. Consider some general nuisance functions under Po., denoted by S°., S*, G¥_, n¥_, and wE:° (equals 1 if
k =0). Then, ]P[npf,’g((’); Poo)] — 6°(t, a) equals

qO(X) t Sk(y— | a,X) w];C’O(X)Gk(y I a, X)Trk(a ‘ X)
2[5t 5501030 [ G ) {06 s 0 a1~ 1 (4 - A a0

Proof. Following the first steps in the proof of Lemma D.5, we can show P[gpt 9(0;Py)] — 0°(t, a) equals

E {M{SO (t]a,X)— S| a,X)}]

[ "X 0 | X) [P S*(y—|a,X)G*(y]|a, X
e PE]R(:)k)wlgo ()5t ] &, X) W’gc((a|| X)) /0 S’gj?y | a,X))G’;O((zz// || a,X)) (A% — A*)(dy | a,X)}
0
— &[5 0. X) - 87 0.0}
X)) EO(X) | X) [ SH - |0 X)GH ] 0 X)
+B |ty ofo00) S e [ ST e Rk a0 M~ A 0]

“__ %

In the second “E” after , we used the following relationship:

¢°(X)
¢*(X)

P(R = 0)
P(R = k)

_ wk,()(X)
by Bayes’s rule. Furthermore, by Duhamel equation in Gill & Johansen (1990) used in Lemma D.5 again, ]P’[(pff (O;Py)]—
6°(t, a) equals

LX) M= 0X) ( WRIGH Y 0 X)rHa] X)
pr=0) =2 | S§O<y|a,x>{ ROX) G (y | @, X7 (a | X)

E

—1}<A’;O—A’f><dy X)), @
O

D.2.4. PROOF OF THEOREM D.7

Proof. By (6) with 78 = 7%, wk0 = k0 Gk = G¥, and Sk = S*,

~ 1 MnX? 1 & Mn
*k, m ~k, m
9270(t7 Cl) - eo(t’ a) = P [(pt ao M Z n G;n |:(10n gn,tﬂ Pt a:| + M
m= m=1

P [@f 0 g0, a)} :

By Conditions D.1 and D.2, the second summand on the right-hand-side is op(n’l/ %) by Lemma D.10. By Lemma D.11,
P[3ry] — 0°(t, a) equals

PO S ax) [l { HOK)GH(y | 0, X)rH(a | X)
0

E |22 gk — ~
(R = 0) SE(y]a.X) | wkOX)Gh (y | 0. X7, (| X)

- 1} (AR — AF)(dy | a,X)] .

By a similar decomposition in the proof of Theorem 2.9 in Section D.1.3 using Duhamel equation in Gill & Johansen (1990),
and by notation in Condition D.4, we find that the above bias term can be bounded by 1> {rfhm’l + Tfl,t,a,Z + rﬁyt’ayg} over

m. Since M~ 1Zm (n Tt Mn,, <2, we have

]\14 Z Mnm {Ako 90<t a)}

by Condition D.4. This established the pointwise RAL property: 650 (t,a) = 0°(t,a) + B, (¢;%°) + 0,(n~1/2). Since

cp;’fl’o is uniformly bounded, P{(¢;} ]ZO) } < oo and since IF’{ap*k 0} = 0, it follows that

n 2P (B0) —a N(0,P{(¢1%%)2}).

k k k —
S 2772 {rn,t,a,l + rn,t,a,2 + rn,t,a,?;} - Op(n 1/2)7
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For the uniform RAL, by conditions D.1, D.2 and D.4 and Lemma D.10,

M
MZ”

1/2

~k,0 k,0 _
sup |G (‘Pta ‘Pta) —Op(n 1/2)~

u€(0,t]

Therefore, we have that

1 M Mn,,
sup |—

w€[0,t] M m—1 n

~k,0 k k k
]P) (Qpn m,t,a 90(75’ a)) é sSup 2772{Tn,t,a,1 + rn,t,a,2 + rn,t,a,S}a

u€[0,t]

0% (u,a) — 6°(u,a) — B (9350)| = 0,(n~1/?). Since
{0 : w € [0,4]} is a uniformly bounded P-Donsker class by Lemma D.9, {n'/?P, {¢3"°} : u € [0,t]} converges

weakly to a tight mean-zero Gaussian process with covariance (u,v) — P(¢}%003%0). O

which is 0,(n~'/2) by Condition D.5. Therefore, sup,,c(o 4

Remark D.12 (Double robustness of the source-site estimator). If we only need the consistency of 973 (t,a), then condition
k= 7k, wk0 = Wk0 Gk = G*, and SE = S* can be replaced by the following statement: For P-almost all x, there
exist measurable sets S¥, G& C [0, ] such that S¥ U G¥ = [0,#] and A¥(u | a,x) = A% (u \ a,x) for all u € S¥ and
Gula,x)=G (ula x) for all u € G¥. In addition, if S¥ is a strict subset of [0, ], then 7 (a | x) = 7& (a | x) and
wh0(x) = whO(x) as well. Then, 6% (£, a) is consistent if Conditions D.1 and D.2 hold, and it is uniform consistent if
Condition D.3 also holds. This statement could be interpreted as that at a given time ¢, if either (i) the conditional survival
model S*; or (ii) all other nuisance functions G¥, 7% and w*'? are correctly specified (with other conditions above), 6 (t a)
is consistent.

The proof sketch of Remark D.12 is similar to that under Remark D.6 via examining the bias term (7), which is omitted here.

D.3. Theory for the federated estimator

In this section, we present the theoretical properties of the federated estimator. Given that our proposed weights, 7, ,, are
both time- and treatment-specific, we focus on the pointwise convergence properties of the federated estimator.

Let the set of all source site indices be S = 1,..., K — 1. We define the oracle selection space for 7, , as:
a = {k €S ak(tva) = eo(ta a)}7 RS:’G = {nt,a € RK?I : 771{,(1 = O,VJ g S:,a}'

This space is both time- and treatment-varying, indicating that a source site may not consistently be useful or unhelpful
across different time points or treatments. However, it offers the advantage of increased flexibility and adaptivity, allowing
for more effective borrowing of information at different points along the survival functions. Based on the theory presented
in Section D.2, for k € S, the site-specific estimator 97“ 0(¢,a) is consistent for #°(t, a) for any given ¢t € [0, 7] and
a € {0,1}.

We begin by assuming fixed 0, , = (n?’a, ntl,a, cen nt{(a_l). We invoke Lemmata 4 and 5 in Han et al. (2021), which state
that the proposed adaptive estimation for nf’ ., as shown in (1) allows for (i) the recovery of the optimal ﬁiﬂ ., by the estimator
ﬁf +» and (ii) the uncertainty induced by ﬁf . is negligible when estimating 6°(¢, a). We require regularity Conditions D.1,
D.2 and D.4 for the pointwise convergence result in Theorem D.7 hold. Let us denote the federated estimator by plugging-in
the fixed n, , as

Tt =(1—zma) (ta)+ 3 b Pt

keS keS
Let us write
— < — tAY 0
R ORE e s A rars verars SRl M Trs vieorare ot
I(A = a) { I(Y <t,6=1) Y A*(du | a,X) }
75 (a | X) | S*(Y | a,X)G*(Y | a,X) 0 Sk(u | a,X)GF(u | a,X)
¢43(0) = St | a,X) = 0°(t, a),

MO = wh(X)Sk(t | a,X)
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andny => . I(R; =k)fork=0,1,...,K — 1.

Then,
9 (tanta)ie ta’ <1Znta>{nta)00ta} Znta{n ) 00(t7a)}
keS keS
- (1- Sk LS =0 {000 - 20000}
keS 7o i=1
*an ZH 0o £ (01) = Y — Z ()
kes 'O kes
I (N 820 - W)
"Z<1 %”) =0 @<Ri=0>
1 &2 é““ (0:)
+-=>1 h £700) 1 I(R 2 ()
w2 1= (;s" )P —0) ,;gz “BRi=k)

The asymptotic variance of @ffd (t,a;m, ,) equals the variance of the influence function of (8). Let us denote it as V(n, ).
Under the assumption of i.i.d. participants within each site, we have

_ V{E2P(0;) — €D (0) | R, = 0}
V(T’t,a) - (1 - Z nz{ia) P(Rl — O)

keS
) V(@) | R =0}
" (% "“‘) B(R, = 0)
Cov{£2®)(0;) — £21(0,),£2)(0,) | R; = 0}
(o) (Se) PR~ )

+ Z(nf )QV{gk,&(l)( ) | R; = k}

s ©)

keS (

With appropriate boundedness conditions on variance and covariance of the influence functions, this variance is finite.
Consequently, the asymptotic distribution of t/9\fed(t, a;n;,) is expressed as

Vi{ Ot aimy ) — 0°(ta) b —a N0, V(m,,)).
We further define the optimal adaptive weights 7, , as follows:

= arg min V(M) (10)

’Flt a
nfya:O,ngst"ya

3

By leveraging Lemmata 4 and 5 from Han et al. (2021), we can recover the optimal weights 7, , with negligible uncertainty
for estimating 0°(, a) if we estimate 7, using (1), akin to adaptive Lasso (Zou, 2006; Fan et al., 2024). The consistency of

\A)(ﬁM) follows when we can effectively approximate V(7, ,) with 9(?7”) Thus,

0/ V(@) {02, 0) = 0°(t @) | —a N0, 1).

We now proceed to analyze the efficiency gain resulting from the federation process. The estimator relies only on the

target data is denoted as 80 (¢, a) = 0/(¢, a; Ny ). where n{ , assigns all weights to the target and none to the source. In

contrast, the estimator that leverages the proposed adaptive ensemble approach is denoted as @ed(u a;n,,). Here 0, , can

recover the optimal weights 7), , that are associated with the minimum asymptotic variance. Consequently, the variance of
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HAffd(t, a; 1, ,) is no larger than that of the estimator relying solely on the target data since 172 . 1s generally not the variance
minimizer.

To establish that the asymptotic variance of gffd(t, a; My ,) is strictly smaller than that of the estimator based solely on the
target data §2(t, a), we adopt Proposition 1 in Han et al. (2021) with a modified informative source condition (modified
Assumption 3(b) in Han et al. (2021)).

Specifically, for each source site s € S ,, we define affd(t, a;n; ,) a federated estimator where 7; , is the optimal ensemble
weight of site s if we only consider target site and this source site s for the federation. Then, the modified informative source
condition is ’Cov {\/ﬁé\g(t, a),v/n {éﬁfd(t, a;ng ) — ag(t, a)H > ¢ for some € > 0, where Z)\ﬁfd(t, a;nga) — (32(15, a) can
be expressed as

Ot s ) = B8 (1) = {0 asmi,) = 0°(t0) | — {85 (ta) = 0°(2,0)
_|_

1 , (E9(0) M0 1 £2(0))
==Y I(R; = — 1, — —» I(R; = o=
n; (Ri =0)(1—n;,) ST n; (Ri = 0)n;, SR —0)
1o s 800y 1L 2(0;) - >1(0))
-~ =Y I(R; = s)n3, Ri=0 =
n;( i B = ) n;( ) B =)
1¢ L0y 1y £00(0))
==Y (R =0)n;, - = I(R; =s)nj,
n & ( ) t IP’(R1:O) n; ( ))t }P’(les)

Therefore, it is straightforward to see that the modified condition can be achieved if 7} , > 0.
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